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"pose of 


,.o I wrote you several days arc, I an aokiir 
collection with ,-j Dock on the subject oi your Latti 

nak-iy, a record, bo that they will be in the proper contort, 1 rccora that wo 
conversations prior to your writing oi' the article that ap eared a week ago (a 
waiter uore than a week for your promised, call), tint 1 offered you a complete b<»cngroundiav 
prior to your writing the article and prior to Lattiaer's acces„ to what Lac noon cap ressod, 
ft 'T' ft speciiicaiiy included accos to ny file oi id. writin; ana our correspondence, w 
x Vui ^cuiarl^ urged upon you* lou. accepyad none of say offers* 
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:hree 

hc~ve 


Uho first inf 
suppressed ovxc lene 
tnxs G-f-C2 usxve for yo 
neaic? fid your edito: 
v/cisx uxio iutrer pf^rt o 


•GUyOU tiia ^ nau truer was beiup exclusive access to ibis 

under wnai cones. tiicnn or liioi tations? Ulio pronined ana arrive 
were you told why youqbad the lines were so .carefully fed 
•s approve the exclusive leek and the exclusive access to hi-. - • 

i.-:. -nnlV ~ J ’” 


'-no proaiced you access, 


o* ..Uw. . .tec. , wiiSii me unae . * wlmt oiroim 


uodge you explainer to imss li 
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been infonaned auu nave they ap jroved? 


stncxioac 




nior to his seem-: this evidence, had nat .imer expressed to you what you would 

other than the brace mi bandage? If so, which, end her 
77 i -Q-- «- *ou saiiitt r '- c ^- 1 -~t you indie;?. tea to me iris interest seeded to ao in 

tne brace ana bandage only. I suggest what I then told you oi this preconception of Ills 
is reflected in your article, where you covered bin as best you coula. If this is in 
iff °H lni - aa tin unfair conclusion, i . ould ap ;f .-eciatu expression of it. uid you cow mic.--“e 
fcEnas to him or to anyone else my reflation of his published belief “that it was uhysicall- 
impossible for km to have bent ever" in reference to the President’s “aorc than his" usual"*" 
lumbar ei-ace" (nodical world hews 12/12/69); or as he nut it in Jim 10/24/6 6, "after he 
vas_ struck tm first l«te) bullet, he did not too He or cruunle forward o- latc-alb 

could only tilt stifflv ard »r* htl-"- t« Jr*- inf+v» . .. \ 

v — — <•« m.i j-Oit/ u-sore li you’d luce.; 

^ ^ - maws as « genuine export is presented on 

^mwnorx i.y , m these voras, widely repeated since publication;".. .has written a 
““*^ 6 , 01 trutcles in neaxcal Journals...” and "has written mid lectured extensively 
aoout ths assassination. M In vour ou^n^o” or , ■ .. 

you cave any personal knowledge of any substantial research into'tho fact" of the asbssinntion 

paiyic x.; wie -etaul .act, by -nuieri Ida you ask kin about this before certiiV "vhin 

such an SBaaenx expert in your nat.e and. that of the lines? il’o ,-yive yea n ninor exaalftb 
ilxustrato that tin ia not a frivaaouE Question, more than lour years after tin aaaicainution 
"I/' investigation o_ met the uuruor of ^oliceaea J.I>. law. .it war. uart, he asked another * 
crmic ox tin official explanation, “do you know anything about the location und nature o^ ' 

ive^S--r^---. S t C -- “l 0 ^. ^ TO after the ac. assinatZon, 

" “ ' /U1 ' -‘ ov - , = -”5 waxen lie iaa already described in public, he admitted 





'l-J not even see the notion picture to which you. refer. “) If you. did ask this 
question, what iu the response do you consider justifies your description of hie alleges 
credentials? hoes he in your opinion (and I note that you ore also a lawyer) meet the 
deixnition of tne conoract of a memcm expert qualified for access? when a expressed 
sueem tost a urologist, who obviously oil not meet these prerequisites, was to be given, 
exclusive access, you saiu you would reread the contract. You cia. not offer any opinion 
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he is not a patholo-d.: 


w cUiU. 


quain^ied 


m pataoiogy, uo you quote tne clause ‘'or related areas of science or technology.' 1 
you met know, his ill d of genuine expertise, urology, is not within the definition of 
iCiie clause, Clio kresiuont* s urinary system not oeiag involved in the assassination in a 

”“••• * sou conclude v.itu tne highly selective quotation iron Burke ..ax’s-iall on "x'ocoijuised 
c- ** ... "0 . , . , „ yo u 

° * v;c:rv; you juage tne uriwxng ox anonier, would k consider this fair, honest and 
stneightforwerd jou rnal i siam or a contrived justification of the unjustifiable, wh&t to 
ms is a deliberate deception? no you, of your own knowledge or as a rebult of normal 
4. cpoi toraal cues uotn^, kaov ii to be a lact that lattimer nun read the medical hi 




ana evidence said that whicn ia relevant? Ugsin, 1 can give you quotations persuading he 
had not as recently as leas than a week ago.) 


— - connection v.itL yem snyi-ig cm your own authority tint no has wmten. "extensively", 
i ask ii you nave seen more than two articles in nodical journals not dealing with the 
neaieal evidence plus a letter likewise devotee to other topics? io put this another way, 
i"ou -asf.'^aaoiiL- you woui^ de^crite as^an. ^xpert of ^ on tie temieay assassination 


j-n conuoc wxon witn taese ana other questions, i would like to point out that when 
you knew iu auvan.ee that he was being given exclusive access ana that you were having an 
excxm.4xve story •— r_ nn^Cu lor you, ton nsu ample time to cio any cnecxxng you desired or 
considered incumbent upon you, including acceptance of my offer of hie writing and of 
correspondence with Ms (one ecaange in which 1 will enclose). 

lours is the longest story -A nave seen. It is also the only one 1 have seen not to 
report what you should have imow is a lie, his pretense that until seeing this evidence 
L& had had donuts about Oswald* s guilt, why did you not report this statement every other 
reporter did? ii you nave a-- y lasiliaiaty with Ms writing, you should know that the very 
.ice in the earliest lie lias acknowloagddto me, IO/ 14 / 66 , opens with "the 

letter to iledlcal World hews of 3/lj/TO where 


assassin hes Harvey Oswald”, a enclose t 
ne repeats tnis in a political context. 


political self— description, 


ia i ask ii you would describe it as other than paranoid? 
xo x if seexng xne pxcxures, A.— x-uy 


‘ ^°ubn completely' aoout uho viability of the Warren Commission's conclusions that Lee 
’vey Oswald tired all the shots that struck the President." mo you would have 


vk find clothing "'eliminates 
1 t/iax nco 
g more tine 


ou "orc-v. 


-f x*sx now you could omit any rexerence to Sovcnior Connaly^s wound^, all of wliich iron, 
one- Qij.xcxal account and na m xxnc-r * s earlxor one Lave to nave do on cauood by null of 599® 

** rs ? 011 nou awaro that since appenriiiice of your article he has conceded that it could have 
nisi.ed th, President entirely and have hit the governor only? have you $any cogent on this 
ana xts total and irreparable destruction of the Warren Report, rather that the affirmation 
jport? Die he acknowledge tliis to 3"ou, or did you a si: 


tna l j. i. 


x lauu acoux x. x , knovarur as you do 

central to xnc cfj.xcx.al case and as you snonld, tnat xx is central to his, aiiion^ 
other places reflected in Ms article "ihe kenneay-Gorninliy Single '"diet ‘Iheory”, International 





burgery, 12/68Y i wcmLa joine explanation of this particularly in connection v.ith the 
j-iiiiet, nsao. j Upnolds ftsxrQn itcport# Pnci you asn Let 'cine j.* now an his -iieuicai. opinion 
trn.s cviaoiice Has txic capaoility he attributes to it ana you repeat without any question'; 


uan you personally 'understand now such evidence could in anv way prove who fired 


t or 


new many shots: na 
of your c 


j wu i 


■I* you na.' 
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woras, an any other aspen,, any padioiogist, for example? idu you., in fact, 
no ~-o - */i - nut question t_iat "3. no i- impossible, - • : you did. not, i non you to 

explain now now it is so t.:at I nay use your own words. Do you not think it was your 
obligation to check this sort of thing and not report what is at best dubious, especially 


when iron your own 
j o m iiOru.s vjouxa as 


•if du — d cc you xiac. wG Know i/ii-c xutersia *#ion£ 


i. vc enrion 


•niibl ' 


on your own authority you report that the nexiuedys denied access to the fill- to 
lie Warren Comit scion. 1 as: for your authority or proof or gny checking you did before 
ns wru-i. anouni, to in-- statement fnat the f airily of hue aurdcrea President denied 
its cost important evidence to the official investigation. lou say the "photographs 
suppressed to avoid anguish to the family ^ ■> -v.r v. a™*- >< 
publication, which is unrelated to exaiaina 


u i to r c- d c. on i/ o 




ipcrxence, can you ti.-li me 


'j-~ i—rC uGih-iSoicn* i ron your own "Crjixrim>_^ 
y "wuy iii which this cvidciice cquJLu nave been ueiiied 
i-o an oi -icial investigation with the power of subpena, which it aid usoSJo you know tint 
physical possession oi the evidence was, enuring tin. investigation, by any Kennedy? You 
sicu.e a point which in partly valid, attributing it to Lattiner, that publication of the 
picture o.,. the iatal wound wouio be "mmole' 1 . (l recind you that the dca.tLssioii d-j c 
publish the picture of the President *s head exploding when it served official purposes.) 
Woulu this oo true oi any -K— rays? Were not the Arrays of others, in fact, officially 
puDloshed? Why did you ciait reference to X-rays at this point? Or pf their publication? 
bin you m Dattimer nov; he knows the Com i scion staff did not have l: no. ecu to the 
puctures and H-ravs"? 


waat oasis oia 


i\j r n ^ ~ 




xou tvport nattiner s comment on the alleged angle of the non-fatal bullet, 599, 
as aepxctea in a drawing. You do not report the testimony, wiiich gives this angle in a 

number, bid list timer give you either angle, this or his? His orior to “study" of the 

evidence is enclosed, printed with nis quoted letter. Is his preconception in any wav 
dii.erent tuaa want ne reports as a result of his "study"? i-ave you made any effort to 
ceternine, as as poasseie iron tne readily-available evidence, whether ills present 
reporting can be accurate? ur whether lie coulu have confused two different bullet holes? 

Or a.j. his present account is possible, the rest of the official account is possible? He 
seems -a be saying what contuses ne, and 1 solicit your explanation because of your 

ropoi m, « .Hie warren commssioii. was right, this single bullet did inflict all seven non— 

x ; ?•’ * "'u' 5 - it was wrong in locating the point of entry, how how can it be right for 
^■P / points oi entxry separate by several inches, ana by how many, have you asked yourself, 
wnen t.Tis angle is projected to the enc, of the imputed trajectory? How does this relate to 
tne official positioning of the other six wounds, if at all? Or their possibility? bid it 
noi. occur to you to Lattiiaer anything about this? bid he say what you did not report? 
iou report nothing from Me on the alleged lateral path of thi bullet. Can it be so* ignored 
vrhen clearly his lateral location of the alleged point of entry is different that that of 
the CouEDission and everyone else? bid he explain anything to lake credible his representation 
of the official trajectory through the President as "almost parallel to tae ground"? bid you 
<.nxs ana ii you cia, arc it satisfied it is a fair representation? jre you aware or 
you tint the strec . at tie point of murder lias a four degree decline? 
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.. nun as saying "a circular bruise ( which) is tj'picai of wounds 
o j.x noz xi'u.tf wiiat gxiLu vvound cJ.so show such bpuisin^Y 



- A y° u <& u • uo ’ i; <io any independent checking on what you attribute to Lattiaer and 
■au say i)i your own naa-~ ana on your o yii authority, x solicit your co .ant on now 


this conforms 




i-otic yrc.ct.Loes? bo you or 


c.v» uo CixOCxCLHf7 


cn suuo. stories r I*o you ora^xuriiy refuse in advance access to evidence you kno. i, 
to .Least vOiirradico wiiai/ you are ^'oin^i "to KJxiteV 


rear non— faxal wounds 


dan. you tell me how Ur. iatoiner proved that the front 
y er f C£ *Uoeu oy tne sane bullet? Did you consult any authority to learn whether, when 
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p_ o ve 4rxi.a uixc xrowiX ana rear nodes v?ere saue by tiio sante b 

picture showing this, or any surgery during the autopsy to establish it, the noi 
pd"'~c vise , or any pr cturc 01 su.cn sur ^erv* ? 


:u> none as struck, at can be said with positiveness that ‘-‘the h-rays 

***? hid he cite any 
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Ls quoted us saying thud 
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‘CSd nij. xn,. nor*-, recent one. uneyou 
nncoin was leil-Lod by e conspiracy 


own po si ei or. , 


iDLin po reconcile t:ds wiph 

vru . uo c, in four 'sords (.put more strongly by him elsewhere/; bo you not 
ok you. ohouiu .Vo x, VJU. il2.il - 10 tl Sail you reconcile tills? 


-on say tjiat only twice after the autopsy fila was deposited in the archives, 
according ±© its records, were they every exoninec for the government. fhere had to 
have seen at least one ether tii.x , for the government its.-li' reports elimination after 
- ^ turn ey the autopsy doctors, then by the autopsy doctors, in pro aara tier, of their 
report for the attorney benera! so louy kept secret, then for the Xtxoraey deneral's 
second panel, again kept secret. Does not your own. reporting confirm this? 
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inclosed is ny 3/25/69 letter to hr. 

letter, was "enthusiastic". when you see some of the ruestions ho 
ant consider their applicability to the present situation he oral yoi 
pass, even if you ac not have or seek answers to these question., you can decide how 
applicable the designation "enthusiastic" is and, indeed, if it is rational, tad *hat 
it says of Ms impartiality, expertise or as I sur-eet. comet-=-nep t« hnlr’ -rv 
“7“' “iso 10 a.tnched. Because of his enclosed political commentary, aril here I 

dispute urology as accreditation, also, 1 provide page.' 122 of ny book If you 

unwilling to believe what it represents of the official evidence anu iattimer^*’ 
^i.i,er])re cacior. oi it, n you will permit a kindness, I invite* your checking of iay 
ox.u .lone in tne 26 volumes, which ±Lo lines has. and any comment on the injection of 
sue., politics , its relevance- mu honesty, i cannot give you the correspondence of another, 
cut in comrection with this lor;.,.r of his delving into politics, yen might want to 
-y. .rais : aio criticism of another, saying that person's raeaumnental worm (in ,..y opinion) 


extreme enthusis 


itiru , as he interpreted it. 


inere i, . much more that bears on Lattimer's credibility. If 1 scare you ail of it, I 
...•rovxae an example you can see in the - :, ck York rost of IO/ 14 / 61 , reoorixlng of a soeech 

owner tilings, uo rep..rtea that at the moment the president war. struck the 

°“f poci^oria reversed, woulu you find it easy to ignore the possibility that refusal 
’ ' ““ o-t-crca was deliberate because it would nave precluded the possilibity 


wh a story as you wrote? 


you the 
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-vino be on exoluaivoly a copy oi the contract 


£-i_ 0i - was possible, whether you have reread what you thou wrote and regard 
'“‘l Cc-pj-etc reporting, whether you requested it gn j'our own or at the suggestion 
r:** y0 ’ Hnose ^» vmetJlcir y° u were officially bidei^on its meaning, and whether it 

2 ? au \ } Cv l;r ' Vv5 Lf 8 f n , reused because-) net sup, >x*essi it vroulu cause undignified anu sensa- 

v_ 0 -iui publici^y^ j. .loon ioi*v-n.rd do response© 3 incoi*ei 3 r , iiarold wGisbex^ 
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